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BeforeSTEELE, Chief JusticelHOLLAND andRIDGELY, Justice
ORDER

This 2£' day of February 2012, upon consideration of thefiof the
parties and the record below, it appears to thetGoat:

(1) The respondent-appellant, Joseph C. Cartextli¥é+”), filed an
appeal from the Family Court's August 18, 2011 ordstablishing joint
custody and shared placement of the minor childFather and the
petitioner-appellee, Cynthia T. Cramer (“Mother\e find no merit to the

appeal. Accordingly, we affirm.

! The Courtsua sponte assigned pseudonyms to the parties by Order Geptémber 19,
2011. Supr. Ct. R. 7(d).



(2) The record before us reflects that, on AuduBst2011, Father
and Mother appeared in Family Court for a hearindrather’s petition for a
modification of custody regarding the parties’ micbild, Joseph C. Carter,
Jr. The parties had been operating under a prawrof the Family Court,
which established a shared custody, placement aitétion arrangement.
In its August 18, 2011 order, the Family Court jadgharacterizes the
modified placement and visitation arrangement fleating the agreement
of the parties, which was reached during the coof$lee hearing.

(3) In his appeal from the Family Court’'s ordeatlter claims that,
far from agreeing to the modification, he is intabdisagreement” with it
and characterizes it as a “heinous arrangemenathef contends that he
brought Joseph Jr. with him to the hearing to arpla the judge why he
does not want to live with Mother, but that thegadlid not wish to speak to
a child “that young.” He also contends that Mottlees not provide Joseph
Jr. with his own room and does not cooperate irhamging the child for
visitation. In spite of claiming, in essence, ttieg Family Court judge erred
and abused his discretion in his handling of thgust 18, 2011 hearing,

Father fails to attach a transcript of the heatingis apped.

2 Our review of the record reflects that a trangaiithe hearing was not requested and
was not prepared.



(4) Our standard of review of a decision of themia Court
extends to a review of the facts and the law, aé agethe inferences and
deductions made by the trial judge.We have the duty to review the
sufficiency of the evidence as well as the propriet the findings' The
trial judge’s findings of fact will not be disturBeinless they are determined
to be clearly erroneous.We will not substitute our opinion for the findis
of the trial judge as long as those findings agpsuted by the recofd.

(5) The Supreme Court Rules place the burden enafipellant,
even if granted leave to proceiedorma pauperis, to produce such portions
of the trial transcript as are necessary to give @ourt a fair and accurate
account of the context in which any alleged errocusred” The record
before us reflects that Father was grantefirma pauperis status to pursue
his appeal. Nevertheless, it remained his obbigato obtain the transcript
of the August 18, 2011 in order to support hisrokion appeal. In the
absence of that transcript, we have before us amenuate record for our
appellate review of Father’s claims of error. \ileerefore, are unable to

consider those claims.

3 olisv. Tea, 468 A.2d 1276, 1279 (Del. 1983).
:V\Afe (J.F.V.) v. Husband (O.W.V., Jr.), 402 A.2d 1202, 1204 (Del. 1979).
Id.
°1d.
" Supr. Ct. R. 9(e) (ii) and 14(€lricoche v. Sate, 525 A.2d 151, 154 (Del. 1987).



NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the judgmenttbé
Family Court is AFFIRMED.
BY THE COURT:

/s Myron T. Steele
Chief Justice




